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Lyon’s Bluff is an archaeological site covering approximately 25 hectares
in Oktibbeha County, MS. Richard Marshall proposed that the site can be divided into
two occupations – the eastern area, occupied during the Mississippian period (A.D. 10001540); and the western area, occupied during the Protohistoric period (A.D. 1540-1750).
Starting in 1935 several archaeological excavations have taken place at Lyon’s Bluff, but
the work has always focused on the eastern area of the site. To test Marshall’s proposal, a
series of shovel tests was dug over the site, and 14 one-m2 excavation units were placed
on purported house mounds in the western area. Eight of the fourteen excavation units
were proven to be on house mounds, with the others being on natural rises. Typological
analysis of the artifacts collected showed that the east-west division is speculative and
that the entire site was occupied throughout the course of its history.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The Lyon’s Bluff site, 22OK520, lies in the northeast corner of Oktibbeha
County, Mississippi. Situated along a bluff overlooking Line Creek, the site represents a
Mississippian mound center with Mississippian and Protohistoric occupation deposits
(Marshall 1986a; Peacock and Hogue 2005) located in the Black Belt physiographic
region. The Black Belt forms a large crescent stretching from southeastern Tennessee,
through Mississippi, and into eastern Alabama, as displayed on Figure 1 (Dicken et al.
2005). The bedrock of the area is a soft Selma Chalk, the remains of marine creatures that
inhabited the shallow sea that covered the area during the Late Cretaceous period. The
Black Belt is a subdivision of the East Gulf Coastal Plain province, which marks the full
extent of the Cretaceous-period sea that covered the area (Murray 1961).
The soil at Lyon’s Bluff is in the Leeper-Marietta-Catalpa association with widely
variable drainage. The underlying chalk, being made up of calcium carbonate, has a
relatively high pH, which keeps the soils non-acidic. The soil at the site can be further
divided into three main groups: 1); Catalpa silty clay loams (Cp) below the bluff that lies
east of the mound, 2); Sumter and Binnsville soils with between 2 and 8 percent slopes
(SvB2 and SvC2) that cover the majority of the site, and 3); Gullied land-Sumter
complex soils (GsE) with 5 to 20% slopes that cover smaller areas around the site, and
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primarily manifest as bare outcroppings of the limestone chalk bedrock (Brent 1973; Soil
Survey Staff 2008).

Figure 1. The Black Belt Physiographic Region composite (Dicken et al. 2005;
Schruben et al. 1994; National Atlas 2009)

Moreau Chambers’ early excavations at Lyon’s Bluff consisted of eight units, half
dug along the bluff to the north of the mound, and half in or beside the mound itself. This
excavation was never formally published by Chambers; however, Galloway (Galloway
2000) has published Chambers’ notes, maps and photographs somewhat recently, and
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some of the artifacts excavated by Chambers have recently been traced to a Works
Progress Administration collection in Louisiana (Galloway 2000), and have since been
returned to the Mississippi Department of Archives and History.
The archaeology at Lyon’s Bluff in the 1960’s and 1970’s led by Marshall took
the form of a field school for the Mississippi State University Anthropology Department
(Brookes 2000). Marshall excavated in the areas to the northeast and southern sides of the
primary mound, and describes the site as being characterized by components of four
phases: the Tibbee Creek phase, the Lyon’s Bluff phase, the Sorrels phase and the Mhoon
phase, covering the time between A.D. 1100 and 1650 (Marshall 1977, 1986b). The
phases outlined by Marshall correspond to the Summerville I, II, III and IV phases at
Lubbub Creek (see Albright 1983, Blitz 1983a, Blitz 1983b and Blitz and Peebles 1983).
Marshall and others also compare the Sorrels phase to both the Moundville III and
Moundville IV phases (Lolley 2000). Since the use of these phases is not consistent
across sites, and in many cases nearly identical material is assigned to a specific phase
based merely on the site at which it was found, and not on any genuine
functional/stylistic changes, the present study ignores the term preferring rather to talk
about larger cultural periods that can be delineated by functional changes in pottery
temper.
Like Chambers, Marshall never completed a final report on his seasons; however,
there is more evidence of his work there in the form of several papers detailing
radiocarbon dates and the location of several “house mounds” scattered around the major
earthen mound at the site (Marshall 1977, 1986a, 1986b).
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More recent work at Lyon’s Bluff has been led by Evan Peacock and was once
again a field school for nearby Mississippi State. Peacock’s work focused on the mound
itself; a transect of one by one meter units west, north and south of the mound (Peacock
and Hogue 2005); geophysical survey of the area (Alvey et al. 2004: Rafferty et al. 2003)
excavation of an isolated daub fall (Seltzer 2007); a survey of the main mound area with
the goal of delineating house locations in the eastern portion of the site (Bierly 2008; and
the work described here. Additionally Elmore (2008) has investigated the burials
recovered at Lyons Bluff by Marshall in the 1960s and compared them with other
collections from the area, and a 1m2 unit was dug in the area east of the mound in order to
investigate that area as a possible plaza location (Carlock under review).
Several radiocarbon dates have been taken from materials at Lyon’s Bluff, giving
us a framework of dates to work in. Marshall submitted two charcoal samples which gave
corrected dates of A.D. 1210 and A.D. 1577 (Marshall 1977). The first of Marshall’s
samples was recalibrated using CALIB 4.4, and with the more modern algorithm, the
calibrated date range is given as A.D. 1220-1300 (Peacock and Hogue 2005). Hogue
radiocarbon dated bone collagen from four of the burials excavated by Marshall to
between A.D. 1290 and A.D. 1790. Later Peacock and Hogue show radiocarbon dates
from charred materials and maize cob fragments, resulting in a date range of A.D. 1220
to A.D. 1790 (Peacock and Hogue 2005). Peacock and Hogue also submitted one mussel
shell-tempered sherd for thermoluminescence dating, resulting in a date of A.D. 1611 to
A.D. 1681 (2005). Additionally, fluoride dating of faunal and human bone was attempted
by Hogue (2006). The dates produced by fluoride dating at Lyon’s Bluff are inconsistent
with the dates produced by radiocarbon dating and thermoluminescence dating, and are
4

determined to be incorrect. The reason for the inconsistent adsorption of fluoride at
Lyon’s Bluff is as yet poorly understood, but may be related to variable rainfall and
drought, or soil and water fluoride content (Hogue 2006).
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CHAPTER II
RESEARCH PROBLEM

Despite the fact that several previous investigations have occurred at Lyon’s
Bluff, no systematic archaeological survey of the site had been conducted in order to
better understand its size or the temporal affiliation of its various areas. Marshall
proposed locations for at least thirty house mounds in addition to the prominent platform
mound, and a possible location for a palisade, based on aerial photography of the site
taken in 1972 (Marshall 1986a). Marshall described two areas of the site, an eastern
complex, which he seems to consider the extent of the Mississippian component at
Lyon’s Bluff, and a western complex, which he deems to be the Protohistoric occupation
(see Figure 2). According to Marshall, the eastern area contained the platform mound as
well as fourteen associated house mounds. This area also supposedly contained a plaza
immediately to the west of the platform mound, and a palisade wall along the western and
southern edges of the eastern part of the site (Marshall 1986a). Phillips et al. (1951)
describe a hierarchical classification of site plans that includes villages without mounds,
sites with conical burial mounds, small ceremonial centers, large ceremonial centers,
large rectangular villages with temple mounds, large irregular village sites with temple
mounds, and unclassified sites. Lyon’s Bluff could fit into this taxonomy in one of two
ways. If one takes only the eastern portion of the site into account, it could be considered
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to be a small ceremonial site with one mound. When one looks at the whole of Lyon’s
Bluff, however, it fits well into what Phillips, Ford and Griffin (1951) classify as large
irregular village sites with temple mounds. One of the major Mississippian site types
discussed is characterized by one or more relatively small pyramidal mounds with poorly
defined towns surrounding them. Burials are typically underneath the floors of houses
(Phillips, Ford and Griffin 1951).
Marshall’s map (Figure 2) shows the site’s western area as being larger and less
systematically organized; the map also indicates a plaza area in the western portion of the
site and, at a minimum, sixteen house mounds (Marshall 1986a).

Figure 2. Marshall’s (Marshall 1986a:86) map of house mounds
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In his 2000 work, Lolley attempts to match several of Marshall’s proposed house
mounds to the topographic contours of the area (see Figures 3 and 4) with moderate
success (Lolley 2000). Marshall says of the house mounds in his western complex that
“some are elevated to a height of 0.6 m to 0.8 m” (Marshall 1986a) indicating that these
are the tallest of the mounds. It is no surprise then that several of the house mounds did
not show up on the topographic survey, as Lolley’s contour interval was 0.5 meters
(Lolley 2000), approaching the upper end of the scale of mound height estimated by
Marshall. According to Marshall, the mounds in the western complex are between
approximately 23 and 36 meters in diameter (Marshall 1986a). Marshall also notes
extremely high artifact densities in the areas of these house mounds (Marshall 1986a),
although no formal work was conducted to verify this. This combined information from
Marshall and Lolley is the practical extent of knowledge about the western area of the
site. In his 2000 work, Lolley suggests that a systematic survey of the area (in particular
he suggests shovel testing) would be beneficial to increasing our knowledge about the
site.
If Marshall is correct in his assessment that the Mississippian portion of the site
was limited to the eastern side of the site, and that site use migrated to the west during the
Protohistoric occupation, then a systematic shovel-test survey of the area was expected to
provide artifactual evidence of this shift. If it is true that this shift occurred, it would be
an interesting example of settlement pattern evolution. Why did the shift occur, and were
those who made the shift the descendants of the original inhabitants, or newcomers to the
site? Could Marshall’s proposed abandonment of the main site by the Mississippian
population be in some way similar to the abandonment of Shiloh by the late
8

Mississippians and their descendants (Welch 2006)? Recent work (Bierly 2008; Peacock
and Hogue 2005) shows the presence of Protohistoric fossil shell-tempered pottery in the
eastern portion of the site, while work by Seltzer (2007) shows primarily Mississippian
shell-tempered ceramics on the northern edge of the site in the ‘Western Area’ with some
Woodland and Protohistoric material as well. If it is true, as Marshall suggests, that the
eastern part of Lyon’s Bluff was abandoned at the end of the Mississippian period, why
was it resettled soon afterwards, during the Protohistoric period?

Figure 3. Lolley’s (2000:Fig. 2) topographic map of Lyon’s Bluff
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Figure 4. Lolley’s topographic map with Marshall’s map overlaid (2000: Fig 4)
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CHAPTER III
THE HISTORICAL TIMELINE

The Mississippian period in the Tennessee-Tombigbee valley is typically
considered to date from about AD 1000 to AD 1540 (Jenkins 1981; Rafferty and Hogue
1999). During the Mississippian period an increase in maize agriculture compared to the
preceding Woodland period is seen, perhaps coinciding with an increase in precipitation
and temperature (Rafferty and Peacock 2008). During the Mississippian period, maize
eventually became the major food source (Hogue 2000), comprising on average almost
half of the dietary intake at Lyon’s Bluff (Hogue 2007). Pottery of the Mississippian
period is typically tempered with crushed live shell ( Jenkins 1981; Rafferty 2003). The
Mississippian period is usually represented as having a three-tiered system of settlement,
including large ceremonial centers, village and single mound sites, and smaller outlying
farmsteads (Rafferty 2001; Rafferty and Hogue 1999; Welch 1998). The Lyon’s Bluff
site is composed of a single platform mound, with a surrounding village, and would thus
be on the second level of such a system.
The Protohistoric period in north-central Mississippi lasted from initial contact
with de Soto during 1540 until the early 1700’s when the French arrived in the area
(Rafferty and Hogue 1999). Maize agriculture continued to be important to subsistence
during this period (Johnson and Sparks 1986; Hogue 2000) and a wide range of pottery
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tempers is seen, including sand and both live and fossil shell (Atkinson 1979). Fossil
shell-tempered sherds are commonly used as diagnostic artifacts for this period
(Rafferty 2003). The settlement pattern has been said to shift from larger villages
associated with mounds to smaller decentralized villages without mounds that were
located along prairie edges and near coarse-bottomed streams (Curren and Little 1981;
Johnson and Sparks 1986) - and this may work generally in most areas - but in the local
area of Lyon’s Bluff recent work has proven that this is not always the case. In Oktibbeha
County, at least 20% of ridge top sites have Protohistoric components (Rafferty 2001). In
recent work, Rafferty (2003) looks at 155 site assemblages from Clay and Oktibbeha
Counties in the Black Prairie physiographic region of Mississippi (including Lyon’s
Bluff). Of these 155 sites, twenty contain Protohistoric components, and all of the sites
with Protohistoric components are located in the uplands rather than along streams
(please note that Lyon’s Bluff is not included as a Protohistoric site in this study as no
sherd tabulation was available) (Rafferty 2003).
The Protohistoric sites – and indeed all sites from the Woodland period onward
(Rafferty 2001) – are identified as short-duration sites. Most of the Mississippian and all
of the Protohistoric sites are located in areas likely to have been near tallgrass prairies
(Rafferty 2003). For the Mississippian and Protohistoric periods, this situation may have
been the result of agricultural peoples moving from place to place as fields became
depleted. Rafferty also notes that others document similar settlement situations in
Protohistoric period assemblages from Chickasaw and Lee counties in Mississippi and
Marengo County, Alabama, all three of which are in the same Black Prairie
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physiographic region as Oktibbeha and Clay counties (Rafferty 2003: see also Baca and
Peacock 1997; Blakeman 1985; Johnson et. al. 1984; Giliberti 1999; Gray 1993; Gray et
al. 1997; Hogue and Peacock 1995; Johnson et al. 1991; Lolley 1992; Marshall 1986a;
Peacock 1995; Poole 1990; Rafferty and Hogue 1999).
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CHAPTER IV
LITERATURE REVIEW

Lyon’s Bluff shares many common elements with other sites in the Southeast. In
order to fully understand Lyon’s Bluff, we must also understand its contemporary sites.
Looking at other palisaded, long-term sites with mounds in the area that have been more
thoroughly excavated can give us an idea of what to expect at Lyon’s Bluff. The variety
of mound sites in the Southeast is tremendous. Moundville has dozens of platform
mounds. Shiloh Mounds is smaller, yet still much larger than Lyon’s Bluff. Lubbub
Creek is a site almost on par with Lyon’s Bluff in size and duration. Chucalissa has a
large number of house mounds, and a platform mound – just as Lyon’s Bluff. The closest
known mound site to Lyon’s Bluff, the Curry site, contained a small platform mound, and
very little in the way of habitation. An understanding of the differences and similarities
between these sites will benefit the discussion.
Lyon’s Bluff may have been influenced by the massive Moundville site
(1TU500), located along the neighboring Black Warrior watershed (Blitz 1993), and this
is a good place to begin looking for cultural analogues. In the area surrounding
Moundville, the Woodland predecessor of the Mississippian period was the West
Jefferson phase (Jenkins and Nielson 1974; Knight and Steponaitis 1998). At this time
large sites were scattered along the sides of the Black Warrior River in both directions
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surrounding Moundville, though settlement was less concentrated than in neighboring
river basins (Knight and Steponaitis 1998). One suggested pattern for early West
Jefferson society is a mobile settlement model with warm weather riverside villages and
cold weather hunting and gathering camps (Welch 1981). Later, around AD 950-1000,
West Jefferson people began to produce an increasing amount of maize, while still
relying a great deal on hard mast (Scarry 1993). Craft production also increased during
West Jefferson times, particularly the manufacture of shell beads (Knight and Steponaitis
1998).
It is unclear whether Moundville was occupied during the West Jefferson phase
(Knight and Steponaitis 1998), though scatters of West Jefferson pottery do exist at
Moundville (Steponaitis 1983; Walthall and Wimberly 1978). Scarry (1995) makes a
compelling argument that, even with the presence of West Jefferson-style pottery at the
site (making up approximately 20 percent of her ‘PA tract’ excavation area along the
river bank to the west of the mound cluster), the site seems to have been established
during the very early Moundville I phase of the Mississippian period. Scarry’s argument
for the Mississippian peoples being the first to inhabit Moundville is based on
radiocarbon dates (which fall just on the later side of the divide between Woodland and
Mississippian periods), on the absence of the deep, bell-shaped storage pits that are
typical of West Jefferson sites, and on the absence of the single-posted, small, round
structures that typify West Jefferson houses (Scarry 1995). We must remember also that
the definition of when the West Jefferson period ends and the Mississippian period
begins is arbitrary at best. Regardless of the presence of a West Jefferson component at
Moundville, the terminal portion of West Jefferson set the stage for the coming
15

Mississippian period and the prominence that Moundville achieved in the Southeastern
United States.
Moundville’s Moundville I phase of the Mississippian period began around AD
1050, and subsistence shifted to a more agricultural pattern focusing primarily on maize
(making up approximately 40% of the diet of the average individual), along with crops
native to the area – such as squash, maygrass, sunflower, and chenopod – being
consumed (Knight and Steponaitis 1998; Schoeninger and Schurr 1998). With a change
in subsistence patterns, the Moundville I phase brought changes in settlement structure
throughout the Black Warrior valley. Larger communities in the West Jefferson phase
gave way to smaller dispersed farmsteads during Moundville’s early years, though
Knight and Steponaitis believe that the local area around Moundville supported a higher
level of settlement than other areas in the Black Warrior River watershed (Knight and
Steponaitis 1998). Moundville got its start as a major site when two mounds, Mound X
and the Asphalt Plant Mound (1TU50), were constructed. These two mounds were
apparently the only two in the Black Warrior basin during the Moundville I phase
(Knight and Steponaitis 1998). Asphalt Plant Mound, in particular, is notable for the
presence of large quantities of non-local raw materials (Knight and Steponaitis 1998;
Michals 1998; Steponaitis 1992). Late in the Moundville I phase, mound building at the
site intensified, with Knight and Steponaitis suggesting that construction on all of the
mounds began at roughly the same time (between AD 1200 and 1250) and that the
palisade at the site was erected at the same time (Knight and Steponaitis 1998). Diet
shifted to a more agricultural mode, with maize composing up to 65% of the caloric
intake (Knight and Steponaitis 1998; Schoeninger and Schurr 1998). Provisioning of
16

elites is evidenced in the relative lack of food processing remains as compared to the
surrounding farmsteads (Knight and Steponaitis 1998). An increase in evidence of nonlocal raw materials (Knight and Steponaitis 1998) is also exhibited during this period,
along with an increase in non-local elite finished goods (Peebles 1987a; Steponaitis
1991). The transformational times between Moundville I and Moundville II can certainly
be described as Moundville’s rise to prominence.
During the Moundville II phase, after AD 1300, the elite class at Moundville
continued to grow in prominence, with elaborate non-local goods present in the highstatus burials (Knight and Steponaitis 1998) and the formation of several second-tier
mound sites in the area north of Moundville (Welch 1998). At the same time, it seems
that non-elites moved out of the ceremonial center. Many of the mounds were abandoned,
and the palisade fell into disrepair (Knight and Steponaitis 1998). Late in the Moundville
II phase, a large number of second-tier mound sites were established within the
Moundville polity, which Knight and Steponaitis (1998) interpret as a distribution of the
power system, filling an elite need to keep control over an increasingly rural populace.
The Moundville III phase marks the conclusion of the Mississippian period and in
many ways the end of Moundville’s prominence as a political power. During this phase
(by AD 1500), all but three of the mounds at Moundville were abandoned and occupation
at the site was restricted to a small area on the southeastern side of the site (Knight and
Steponaitis 1998). Secondary mound centers continued to thrive and even to grow during
the Moundville III phase until the mid 1500’s, with continuing evidence for provisioning
and new cemeteries being established away from the primary center (Knight and
Steponaitis 1998).
17

The coming of de Soto in AD 1540 marks the transition from the Mississippian
period of the Moundville III phase into the Protohistoric period’s Moundville IV phase.
By this time, the outlying second tier mounds had all collapsed, and Moundville had been
reduced to nothing more than a lingering ghost of its former glory (Knight and
Steponaitis 1998). The primary political unit during the Moundville IV period was the
individual village, and food production had returned to a pattern similar to the earlier
West Jefferson pattern, with wild foods once again making up more of the diet than
agricultural products (Knight and Steponaitis 1998; Schoeninger and Schurr 1998). This
decline led to the eventual depopulation of the Black Warrior valley around AD 1650,
when the valley is described as a sort of no-man’s-land surrounding the river, which
acted as a boundary between the proto-Creek nation to the east and the Choctaw to the
west (Knight 1982; Knight and Steponaitis 1998)
The second tier single mound sites around Moundville are probably closer
analogues of Lyon’s Bluff than Moundville itself. Welch (1998) briefly discusses 15 of
Moundville’s outlying sites, with White Mound (1HA7/8) being the most thoroughly
preserved and excavated. The site shows minor occupations from 1000 B.C. through AD
850, with a major West Jefferson occupation (with no mound) between around AD 900
and 1050, White was then largely unoccupied for about 400 years until the Moundville
III phase (Welch 1991). The actual mound at the White Mound site was first constructed
during Moundville III and it is at this time that the site shows fragmentary evidence of
elite goods such as galena, greenstone celts and sandstone palettes (Welch 1991). This is
consistent with Knight and Steponaitis’ conclusion that the smaller mounds surrounding
Moundville in the Moundville III phase either assumed Moundville’s role as central
18

power structure seats, or acted as distribution centers for the surrounding farmsteads. At
any rate, as with the other second tier sites and Moundville itself, White became an
unoccupied center at about the time of de Soto’s AD 1540 excursion through the area.
Welch discusses no evidence of continued occupation at the site after the beginning of the
Moundville IV phase during the Protohistoric period.
An outlier of Moundville’s sphere of influence is Lubbub Creek (sites 1PI33,
1PI83, and 1PI85), a site somewhat similar to Lyon’s Bluff, and probably the closest
analogue to Lyon’s Bluff in the region. It is located on a bend of the Tombigbee River in
west-central Alabama. Lubbub Creek was investigated as part of an extensive salvage
archaeology campaign prior to the construction of the Tenn-Tom Waterway (Blitz 1983a;
Blitz 1993). The site is interpreted as starting as a Woodland period Miller III phase base
camp which then developed into a permanent settlement during the early Mississippian
Summerville I phase (Blitz 1983a; Blitz 1983b; Blitz 1993). During this time (ca. AD
1000-1200), under the influence of the Moundville culture, Lubbub Creek was
transformed into a fortified town with a low platform mound situated within a central
plaza, with a series of bastioned palisades; the outer one was a simple line stretching
across the bend in the river and the inner ones enclosed the inner ceremonial district
(Blitz 1993). Occupation was sparse during this period, with no more than an estimated
six houses occupied at any one time, spread into an arc around the mound (Blitz 1983b;
Blitz 1993). During the Middle Mississippian Summerville II and III phases (AD 12001450), the fortifications at the site came down, and the large ceremonial platform mound
grew in size (Blitz and Peebles 1983; Blitz 1993). Along with the increased construction
on the mound and loss of fortification came an expansion of the site to approximately
19

11 hectares, with an estimated 5 to 18 homes occupied at any given time ( Blitz and
Peebles 1983; Blitz 1993). The end stages of the Mississippian period and the coming of
the Protohistoric period saw what has been defined as the Summerville IV Phase. During
this phase, the site was re-fortified, though this time with a 230 meter long, one meter
deep ditch rather than a palisade ( Blitz and Peebles 1983; Blitz 1993). No further work
was done on the mound during Summerville IV, and the number of houses at the site
decreased to between two and seven occupied in the now four-hectare site (Albright
1983; Blitz 1993). During this time subsistence shifted as well, though only slightly, with
more reliance on hunting and gathering than in previous periods. Despite the increase in
hunting, agriculture still played a substantial role in the subsistence of the Summerville
IV people (Blitz 1993; Curren 1984). Welch (1998) suggests that despite the presence of
Moundville-style pottery, Lubbub Creek most likely was not actually a subservient part
of Moundville’s polity, but rather a political ally of Moundville.
Shiloh Indian Mounds (40HR1) is another large palisaded site contemporary with
Lyon’s Bluff. Located on a bluff above the Tennessee River at Shiloh National
Battlefield, Shiloh is a medium-large site with seven large mounds, and at least eighty
house mounds (as visible from Welch’s maps) (Welch 2006). The site has a Late
Woodland component (Welch 2006), though this is small compared to that of the
Mississippian Shiloh phase. The primary habitation at Shiloh took place between about
AD

1050 and 1400, and after this the site seems to have been abandoned (Welch 2006).

This abandonment has oftentimes in the past been attributed to warfare, though Welch
makes a compelling case that the abandonment was entirely peaceful. The suggestion that
late Mississippian peoples may have intentionally moved away from such an excellent
20

habitation site is interesting, and may bear some relation to Marshall’s proposed
settlement pattern at Lyon’s Bluff, as discussed above.
Another site that is comparable to Lyon’s Bluff is Chucalissa, 40SY1. Chucalissa
is located near the Mississippi River in Memphis, Tennessee and was occupied
intermittently from approximately A.D. 1000 to A.D. 1500 (Lumb and McNutt 1988).
Chucalissa is very similar to Lyon’s Bluff in that it has a main ceremonial mound as well
as 26 smaller occupational house mounds. The house mounds at Chucalissa range in size
from around 9 to 12 meters in diameter, and are between 25 and 100 centimeters in
height (Nash 1968). These parameters fit well with the house mounds proposed by
Marshall, and might be used as a guideline for identifying house mounds at Lyon’s Bluff.
Geographically, the closest recorded mound site to Lyon’s Bluff is the Curry site
(22OK578). The Curry site is a ca. 3 ha. site with a small single mound standing
approximately 1 meter tall (Palmer 2007). The Curry site was constructed during the
Middle Mississippian period, probably as a single domestic unit, which then grew larger
as more people settled in the vicinity (Palmer 2007). The construction of the mound
began during the Middle Mississippian period, around the same time as the collapse and
decentralization postulated by Johnson et. al. (1984). As time passed, the mound at Curry
site took on a more ceremonial role, serving more as a place for gathering than as a
hamlet (Palmer 2007).
Why then, is there such a large variety in site size, and duration in the Southeast?
Peebles suggests that sites like Moundville and other similar very large sites collapsed
due to their complexity and reliance on subordinate polities, where as smaller sites like
Lubbub Creek were able to maintain self-sufficiency, and survive longer
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(Peebles 1987b). Lyon’s Bluff may certainly fit in to the same place as Lubbub Creek in
this regard. It is a site that is small enough for people who are actually living there to
support the population through farming and hunting, without the need to rely on
provisioning from the outside.
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CHAPTER V
METHODS

Several methods could be used in surveying the western area of Lyon’s Bluff,
though for a survey of the entirety of the site all but one discount themselves quickly.
Remote sensing is a potential method, which is totally non-invasive and gives a fairly
good view of most features in the soil (Roskams 2001). The downside to remote sensing
is its time-consuming nature. At Lyon’s Bluff, methods such as magnetic gradiometry
and ground penetrating radar were used to explore the eastern site area (Alvey et. al.
2004; Rafferty et. al. 2003); while they proved fruitful in locating features, the time taken
to setup and test a twenty meter by twenty meter area was extensive. Considering that
Lolley’s (2000) topographic map indicates that the site is at least six hectares and that
Marshall’s 1986 map, which he made by tracing aerial photographs, shows the site as
being potentially as large as twelve hectares, use of these methods would be a very longterm proposition. Still, geophysical methods could be used in further exploration of areas
pinpointed by another method of systematic survey. A controlled surface collection of the
area could be done, and would be very useful and minimally invasive (Roskams 2001).
Surface collections, however, rely on one’s ability to see the actual ground, which is
problematic at Lyon’s Bluff due to the heavy Johnson grass cover. This leaves us with
shovel testing.
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Shovel tests allow for the rapid coverage of ground in survey, and give good
representative samples of artifacts. There have been several criticisms of shovel test
survey, and it is fitting to mention them here. One such criticism, that shovel-testing
schemes can oftentimes miss smaller sites (Shott 1985), is not really an issue in the case
of systematically studying Lyon’s Bluff, unless we consider the potential for locating low
house mounds which might be missed without a shovel test dug on top of them. On the
other hand, Jack D. Nance and Bruce F. Ball (1986) vigorously defend the shovel test as
the most effective means we currently have in discovering sites in vegetated areas. This
article received a critical review from Shott in 1989 (see also Lightfoot (1989) and Nance
and Ball (1989)). Kintigh (1988) describes a statistical study which he conducted using a
computer model to determine the probability of locating a site using shovel testing. His
model gave a more or less impartial test of the shovel-test as a method of site discovery,
showing both strengths and weaknesses. Notably, a weakness of a 20m2 rectangular grid
is the fact that features (such as house mounds) up to 28 meters in diameter could
theoretically be missed, given the right conditions. The formula given by Kintigh as the
maximum diameter of an untested site is diameter = spacing * √2 (1988: Table 2). Shott
does bring up pertinent points about the inadequacies of shovel testing large areas while
attempting to locate sites, but in this case we implemented the survey in order to learn
more about a known site’s composition. At any rate, we must bear in mind the possibility
that some artifact scatters may be missed in the sampling, either due to sparseness of
material in a particular area, or simply due to the scatter being too small dimensionally to
pick up with a 20m grid. I believe that this possibility does not in any way degrade the
value of the shovel-test survey under discussion, as the goal is not to delineate all
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portions of the site by use, but rather to get a broad overview of the site, and determine
time periods in which various parts of the site were in use.
Given the goal of learning more about site layout and land use change though
time at Lyon’s Bluff; shovel testing was considered the most effective method of survey.
The method I used was the placement of ~30cm diameter shovel tests at twenty-meter
intervals on a grid system oriented on the cardinal directions. I chose the twenty-meter
interval as a compromise between time and thoroughness. A twenty-meter grid was
reasoned to be the right size to intersect the house mounds in the western area (as
previously noted they are between 23 and 36 meters in diameter). The twenty-meter
interval also kept shovel test numbers to manageable levels. With this method, we dug
227 shovel tests on the site (Fig. 5), covering it with a 20-meter square grid. Smaller
intervals would have increased the number of tests logarithmically. Ten-meter intervals,
for example, would have required 1,816 test units to cover the same area. Site edges were
delineated by digging several negative test units in a row. The major datum (0N0E) for
the grid was the southwestern corner of the Daughters of the American Revolution
monument located on the mound. The same point was used as a 0N0E datum by Lolley
(2000) and Peacock and Hogue (2005). The dirt from the units was sifted through 1/4”
screens. Subsequent to this work, the area of the site within the palisade was tested on a
10x10 meter grid by Bierly (2008).
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Figure 5. All shovel tests dug for this project – Positives units as O’s

Further, to complement the samples received through shovel testing, a series of
one-meter by one-meter test units was dug on each of the house mounds in the western
site area (as listed by Marshall), plus one large house mound to the west of the palisade in
the eastern portion of the site. The placement of the 1m2 units on the mounds was more or
less arbitrary; the decision was made specifically to not place the units on the center of
the top of the mounds, but rather down the slope closer to the edges. In this way we had
the chance of running into post mold features that would outline the edges of and confirm
the location of structures, and at the same time allow for a greater likelihood of
recovering garbage deposits that accumulated around the outside of the house. These one
26

meter units function both to complement the collection recovered in shovel testing and
aid in determining whether the house mounds listed in Marshall’s work are in fact
depositional house mounds or if rather they are simply natural features on the landscape.
The soil recovered from these units was water screened through ¼” screen as well as fine
screen. Two-liter soil samples were taken for flotation.
The excavation work described here was completed in the summer of 2003. It was
decided that in order to limit damage to intact archeological deposits, no shovel tests
should extend below the previously plowed areas in the soil. I believe that digging into
only the plow zone at the site was a safe maneuver given the goals of this project, that is,
researching the spatial extent of both the Protohistoric and Mississippian occupations at
Lyon’s Bluff. The plow zone at Lyon’s Bluff was previously shown to extend to depths
of greater than 20cm in the eastern portion of the site, and contains both Protohistoric and
Mississippian objects (Peacock and Hogue 2005). As the Protohistoric occupation was
the last known large scale intensive use of the site, these materials were expected to be
relatively close to the top of the soil column. The Mississippian period objects at the site
extend throughout the entirety of the soil column – the plow zone is, of course,
homogenous from the mixing effects of plowing, and in the areas below the plow zone,
everything is in situ. The researcher and his assistants based their decisions on what
constitutes the plow zone on soil color and texture.
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CHAPTER VI
LABORATORY ANALYSIS

Laboratory work focused primarily on pottery analysis, with Mississippian and
Protohistoric pottery being identified on the basis of their temper. Mississippian pottery
was classified as such based on the presence of mussel shell temper, and Protohistoric
pottery was classified based on the presence of fossil marine shell temper, as based on the
ceramic chronology presented for the central Tombigbee River Valley in Rafferty (2003)
and Rafferty and Peacock (2008). It should be noted that the use of shell-tempered
pottery does continue past the Mississippian period and into the Protohistoric period, and
thus presence of shell-tempered pottery alone cannot be taken as a concrete indicator of
Mississippian period use unless a large sample contains only shell-tempered sherds
(Rafferty 1995, 2001). Indeed one thermoluminescence date of one shell-tempered sherd
from the area just outside of the palisade returned at date of A.D. 1611- A.D.1681, well
into the Protohistoric period (Peacock and Hogue 2005). Other artifacts were washed,
catalogued and tabulated by the following categories: bone, flake, wire nail, pane glass,
shell discoidal, projectile point and bead (see Table 1). After analysis and sorting, the
objects were stored for future study. The aim of the analysis was to recognize areas used
during the Mississippian and Protohistoric periods, and delineate these areas in order to
show the shifts in settlement pattern that may have occurred over time.
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Table 1. Non-ceramic artifacts from 1m2 units.
UNIT

Bone

Flake

19N245W
59N240W
67S160W
60N120W
95N275W
84N246W
79S229W
100S335W
87N479W
1N280W
60N392W
48S310W
18S180W
119S500W

19
6
453
4
2
24
28
23
2
12
11

18
3
5
1
3
2
2

Wire
Nail

Pane
Glass

Shell
Discoidal

Projectile
Point

Bead

-

2

1 (frag.)
-

2 (frag.)
-

1
-

1

Seriation is a relative dating method used to establish an order of events through
time based on either occurrence or frequency (Dunnell 1970). Occurrence seriations
record only the occurrence of a particular design or technology in an assemblage whereas
frequency seriations record both the occurrence of a particular type of object as well as its
proportional frequency – a variable Dunnell says is often called popularity (1970).
Dunnell outlines three conditions that must be met in order for a seriation to be valid.
First, the individual groups must be of comparable duration. Second, the groups must
belong to the same cultural tradition. Third, the groups in the seriation must be from the
same local area (Dunnell 1970). In this case, as all of the units under investigation are
from a single site, it is assumed that the latter two conditions are met. Comparable
duration and cultural continuity are demonstrated when assemblages can be seriated
together
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Additionally, in the case of a frequency seriation, a fourth condition must be met
in that the classes under examination must display a unimodal curve through time. As one
design or functional element becomes more popular, other competing elements must fade
away, eventually falling out of use. In cases where an element has multiple peaks in use,
that element is usually not used in seriation due to a lack of comparability to other classes
(Dunnell 1970). Finally, more than two classes must be used in creating an order – if only
two are used, then their distribution will be mathematically complementary, and an order
by frequency laws can always be obtained. Once we have an order of events based on the
seriation of a set of data, we can infer chronology based on known references within the
sequences. If we have absolute dates, those can be used to infer the direction of time. In
the absence of absolute dates, as in this case, we can use known diagnostic artifacts from
different periods of time in order to determine chronology from earliest to latest.
Using the Seriation Maker macro for Microsoft Excel (Lipo 2001), a frequency
seriation of potsherds from the 1m2 units dug in the areas believed to be Marshall’s house
mounds was created. In the seriation, percentages of different sherd temper modes (i.e.
grog-tempered, shell-tempered, fossil-shell-tempered, etc.) were calculated in order to
determine a chronology of use at the house mounds. Following Rafferty (2003: Table
10.1), grog-tempered pottery is used as a diagnostic type for the Miller III phase of the
Woodland period, shell temper is indicative of Mississippian pottery, and fossil shell
temper is taken to represent the Protohistoric period.
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CHAPTER VII
RESULTS

After concluding all field work for this project, it is clear that Marshall’s
assertion that the site could be divided into the eastern Mississippian habitation and the
western Protohistoric habitation is mistaken. Artifacts from both the Mississippian and
Protohistoric periods are found all over the site (see table 1). Also, a small area with a
pre-Mississippian Woodland Period Miller III phase occupation is evident in the central
area of the western portion of the site. The one unit with Miller III material, 60N392W,
pegs a starting point as the earliest unit in the series. Conveniently, 60N392W also has
the highest percentage of Mississippian shell-tempered pottery, and no Protohistoric
fossil shell-tempered material. This makes establishing the seriation with this unit as the
earliest in the series a simple task. The remaining units all have decreasing percentages of
shell-tempered material and increasing amounts of fossil shell-tempered material,
forming the classic unimodal curve which Dunnell (1970) posits as the required fourth
criterion for a valid frequency seriation.
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Table 2. Shovel Test Results
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Table 2. (continued)
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Table 2. (continued)
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Table 2. (continued)
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Table 2. (continued)
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Table 2.

(continued)

The shovel tests show that the site was inhabited in a fairly uniform pattern
covering the tops of the ridges. Low areas and areas on slopes have – by and large – few
artifacts. Closer to the main platform mound, artifacts are relatively more dense than
further away. Figures 5 and 6 show the full extent of areas around the site with artifact
concentrations as detected through shovel testing.
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Figure 6. Outlines showing 15m circles around positive units

Figure 7. Areas at the site with Mississippian period ceramics
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Figure 8. Areas at the site with Protohistoric period ceramics

Shovel testing showed that the site was inhabited over its full extent throughout
the duration of its use. Artifacts from the Woodland period Miller III phase were not
encountered during shovel testing, but only in the 1x1m unit dug at 60N392W, as
outlined below. The Mississippian period showed a pattern of widespread use over time,
with light artifact concentrations spread over the entire site. Figure 7 shows 15-meter
circles surrounding the shovel tests that were positive for mussel shell-tempered sherds.
Seven of these tests produced both mussel shell-tempered and fossil shell-tempered
pottery (Table 2). The remaining 18 had only mussel shell-tempered sherds. The
Protohistoric period at the site is represented in a greater number of shovel tests than the
Mississippian (see figure 8), this may, of course, be due to the shallow nature of the units
and shovel tests excavated in the project. In the eastern side of the site, Protohistoric and
Mississippian materials are located both inside and below the plow zone (Peacock and
Hogue 2005). It is likely that Mississippian materials are under-represented in the results
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of the current project due to the shallow nature of the excavated units in the work
described here. There is no evidence of a shift in preference from the eastern side of the
site to the west; rather, it seems that all areas of the site that were used during the
Mississippian period were still in use during the Protohistoric, and a few additional areas
that were not used during the Mississippian were inhabited at this time.
Looking at the distribution of house mounds at the site, it is clear that there is no
particular shift in any one direction for habitation. Rather the site seems to have grown in
a more organic fashion, as indicated through seriation (see Figure 9) of the pottery from
the 1m2 units.

Figure 9. Seriation of assemblages from 1m2 excavation units

A map (Figure 10) showing 1m2 units – as well as their chronological order of
construction as indicated in the seriation – shows that the building of the house mounds
took on no formalized structure. Earlier mounds are concentrated throughout the central
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part of the site, with later mounds being built all around. The earliest mound –
represented by unit 60N392W – is around a 50-50 mix of Woodland period Miller III
phase grog-tempered ceramics and Mississippian period shell-tempered pottery. The
latest mound, 48S310W, is closer to the platform mound than four of the earliest mounds.

Figure 10. 1m2 units and their chronological order as defined by seriation

Regarding locations of houses that were not marked by house mounds, many
shovel tests were dug that contained fired clay or daub (see Figure 11). All of the 1m2
units excavated contained fired clay in the form of daub (Figure 12). The locations of the
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daub may give us insights into other areas where houses were, but where accretional
house mounds did not develop or have been leveled. Daub or fired clay covers the tops of
all of the high spots around the site, lending credence to the idea that the house mounds
were not the extent of habitation at the site. Certainly the notion that the majority of the
habitation was inside of the palisade is incorrect for any time period.
Formational processes of the house mounds at Lyon’s Bluff have not yet been
formally studied. We can, however, make some deductions based on other sites that have
house mounds and which are of a similar age. Charles Nash describes the mounds at the
Link site in north-central Tennessee as being around 30 feet in diameter and 3 feet tall
(1968). This is a considerably smaller diameter than the size of the mounds at Lyon’s
Bluff as described by Marshall (1986a), though roughly equivalent in height. Nash
describes the formation process for the mounds at the Link site as being a continuing
pattern of destruction, clearing, and re-building. The first structures in the mounds were
built by digging a trench and setting posts into the trench to create walls. After the initial
structure was destroyed (either intentionally, accidentally, or simply through neglect), the
area was leveled by clearing off the remains of the first structure. The ensuing structures
were created in a similar fashion (Nash 1968). Welch talks in more detail about the
formational processes of house mounds at Shiloh (2006), and also points out that in the
modern context, sheet erosion demonstrably reduces ground level surrounding structures
and in other high-foot-traffic areas (2006).
The combination of increased foot traffic surrounding a structure, decreased
erosion inside of a structure (as the walls reduce wind, water and lessen the amount of
foot traffic inside), and depositional processes in which the inhabitants raised the floor of
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the houses (see Bierly’s [2008] discussion of the importation of sand from Line Creek at
Lyon’s Bluff for use as house floors) would lead each successive structure in a single
ocation to create a depositional layer several centimeters thick – Nash indicates that the
floor layers at the Link site are 5-8 inches (12-20 centimeters) apart (1968). Given
between three and eight successive structures built in any one location, the height of 60 to
80 centimeters that Marshall mentions for the house mounds at Lyon’s Bluff is easily
attainable, especially considering that plowing, erosion and daub degradation have all
likely reduced the height of the house mounds over the years.

Figure 11. Map of all shovel test and 1m2 units containing daub or fired clay
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Figure 12. Daub and fired clay overlain onto 1m2 units

Some of the high areas that Marshall describes as accretional house mounds were
clearly the location of houses, based on presence of artifacts, but were not accretional in
nature, rather showing a thin layer of soil directly overlaying the chalk bedrock. Units
60N392W, 87N479W, 84N246W, 95N275W and 67S160W all were slight rises on the
local landscape with artifacts found in the 1m2 excavation unit, just as we would expect at
the location of a house, except that the plow zone directly overlaid the chalk bedrock.
This indicated that structures were not located in the areas for long enough a period to
produce an accretional house mound.
Unit 119S500W, which Marshall labels as mound 1 in the western area, is the 5th
oldest assemblage recovered in this project, based on seriation . The unit is believed to be
located on top of an accretional house mound based on the depth of the soil in the area.
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The unit was dug only to the bottom of the plow zone. The plow zone as excavated at this
unit reaches a maximum depth of 14cm on the northwestern corner of the unit. The soil is
a loamy clay with Munsell color 10YR4/4. The assemblage dates to the Protohistoric
period based on the presence of shell-tempered and fossil shell-tempered pottery as well
as one Choctaw combed sherd, and the shell-tempered pottery may indicate that the area
was occupied during the Mississippian period as well. The unit also produced one piece
of blue transferware, and one historic period courseware sherd - a hint that it may have
been inhabited well beyond the Protohistoric period.
Unit 48S310W, which Marshall labels as mound 2 in the western area, is the 14th
and most recent assemblage recovered in this project, based on seriation . The unit is
believed to be located on top of an accretional house mound based on the depth of the
soil in the area. The unit was dug only to the bottom of the plow zone. The plow zone as
excavated at this unit reaches a maximum depth of 13cm on the southeastern corner of
the unit. The soil is loamy clay with Munsell color 10YR4/4. The assemblage dates
exclusively to the Protohistoric period based on the presence of fossil shell-tempered
pottery.
Unit 18S180W, which Marshall labels as mound 3 in the western area, is the 12th
oldest assemblage from the site based on seriation. The unit is believed to be located on
top of an accretional house mound based on the depth of the soil in the area. The unit was
dug only to the bottom of the plow zone. The plow zone as excavated at this unit reaches
a maximum depth of 11cm on the eastern edge of the unit. The soil is a loam with
Munsell color 10YR4/3. The assemblage dates to the Mississippian and Protohistoric
periods based on the presence of shell-tempered and fossil shell-tempered pottery.
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Unit 67S160W, which Marshall labels as mound 4 in the western area, is the 4th
oldest assemblage recovered in this project, based on seriation . The unit shows artifacts
and may have been the location of a structure; however, the plow zone directly overlays
the chalk bedrock, and thus the area is not believed to be an accretional house mound.
The unit reaches a maximum depth of 10cm in the center. The soil is a sandy loam with
chalk inclusions and Munsell color 10YR5/2. The assemblage dates to the Mississippian
and Protohistoric periods based on the presence of shell-tempered and fossil shelltempered pottery.
Unit 79S229W, which Marshall labels as mound 5 in the western area, is the 6th
oldest assemblage recovered in this project, based on seriation . The unit is believed to be
located on top of an accretional house mound based on the depth of the soil in the area.
The unit was dug only to the bottom of the plow zone. The plow zone as excavated at this
unit reaches a maximum depth of 15cm on the southwestern corner of the unit. The soil
is a clay loam with Munsell color 10YR4/3. The assemblage dates to the Mississippian
and Protohistoric periods based on the presence of shell-tempered and fossil shelltempered pottery. Two posthole features were located on the western edge of the unit and
were excavated separately (see Figure 13).
Unit 19N245W, which Marshall labels as mound 6 in the western area, is the 10th
oldest assemblage recovered in this project, based on seriation . The unit is believed to be
located on top of an accretional house mound based on the depth of the soil in the area.
The plow zone as excavated at this unit reaches a maximum depth of 13cm on the
northern and eastern edges of the unit. The soil is a loam with Munsell color 10YR4/3.
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The assemblage dates to the Mississippian and Protohistoric periods based on the
presence of shell-tempered and fossil shell-tempered pottery.

Figure 13. Plan and section of unit 79S229W

Unit 1N280W, which Marshall labels as mound 7 in the western area, is the 13th
oldest assemblage recovered in this project, based on seriation . The unit is believed to be
located on top of an accretional house mound based on the depth of the soil in the area.
The plow zone as excavated at this unit reaches a maximum depth of 15cm in the center
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of the unit. The soil is loamy clay with Munsell color 10YR4/3. The assemblage dates to
the Mississippian and Protohistoric periods based on the presence of shell-tempered and
fossil shell-tempered pottery.
Unit 60N392W, which Marshall labels as mound 8 in the western area, is the
oldest assemblage recovered in this project, based on seriation . The unit shows artifacts
and may have been the location of a structure; however, the plow zone directly overlays
the chalk bedrock, and thus the area is not believed to be an accretional house mound.
The unit reaches a maximum depth of 9cm on the northern side of the unit. The soil is a
clay loam with Munsell color 10YR4/3. The assemblage dates to the Woodland and
Mississippian periods based on the presence of grog-tempered and shell-tempered
pottery. This area is fairly close to Seltzer’s Feature 72 at 190N388W, an area that also
shows a Woodland component, as evidenced by grog and sand tempered sherds (Seltzer
2007).
The area that Marshall labels as mound 9 is on a very badly eroded area with
chalky outcroppings and no topsoil. This mound was not located after a thorough search
of the area for surface artifacts.
Unit 95N275W, which Marshall labels as mound 10 in the western area, is the 8th
oldest assemblage recovered in this project, based on seriation . The unit shows artifacts
and may have been the location of a structure; however, the plow zone directly overlays
the chalk bedrock, and thus the area is not believed to be an accretional house mound.
The unit was located on a chalk outcropping with very little soil, and was primarily a
surface collection.
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Unit 84N246W, which Marshall labels as mound 11 in the western area, is the
11th oldest assemblage recovered in this project, based on seriation . The unit shows
artifacts and may have been the location of a structure; however, the plow zone directly
overlays the chalk bedrock, and thus the area is not believed to be an accretional house
mound. The unit was located on a chalk outcropping with very little soil, and was
primarily a surface collection.
Unit 57N240W, which Marshall labels as mound 12 in the western area, is the 2nd
oldest assemblage recovered in this project, based on seriation . The unit shows artifacts
and may have been the location of a structure; however, the plow zone directly overlays
the chalk bedrock, and thus the area is not believed to be an accretional house mound.
The unit reaches a maximum depth of 8cm on the northern side of the unit. The soil is
sandy clay with Munsell color 10YR7/2. The assemblage dates to the Mississippian and
Protohistoric periods based on the presence of shell-tempered and fossil shell-tempered
pottery.
Marshall’s map of the site does not include a mound 13.
Unit 60N120W, which Marshall labels as mound 14 in the western area (and
which also includes his mound 9 from the eastern area), is the 9th oldest assemblage
recovered in this project, based on seriation . The unit is believed to be located on top of
an accretional house mound based on the depth of the soil in the area. The unit was dug
only to the bottom of the plow zone. The plow zone as excavated at this unit reaches a
maximum depth of 12cm on the southeast corner of the unit. The soil is a loam with
Munsell color 10YR4/3. The assemblage dates to the Mississippian and Protohistoric
periods based on the presence of shell-tempered and fossil shell-tempered pottery.
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Marshall also dug in this area, calling it area NW-B, and mentions finding evidence of a
circular house approximately 35 feet in diameter (1986b), and a corrected radiocarbon
date of A.D. 1577 (Marshall 1977).
Unit 100S335W, which Marshall labels as mound 15 in the western area, is the
3rd oldest assemblage recovered in this project, based on seriation . The unit is believed
to be located on top of an accretional house mound based on the depth of the soil in the
area. The plow zone as excavated at this unit reaches a maximum depth of 18.5cm on the
southwest corner of the unit. The soil is a clay loam with Munsell color 10YR4/3. The
assemblage dates to the Mississippian and Protohistoric periods based on the presence of
shell-tempered and fossil shell-tempered pottery.
Unit 87N479W, which Marshall labels as mound 16 in the western area, is the 7th
oldest assemblage recovered in this project, based on seriation . The unit shows artifacts
and may have been the location of a structure; however, the plow zone directly overlays
the chalk bedrock, and thus the area is not believed to be an accretional house mound.
The unit reaches a maximum depth of 11.5cm on the northern edge of the unit. The soil
is a clay loam with Munsell color 10YR4/3. The assemblage dates to the Mississippian
and Protohistoric periods based on the presence of shell-tempered and fossil shelltempered pottery.
A unit was dug at locus 117N479W, the spot believed to be the location of
Marshall’s mound 17. No artifacts were recovered. The unit reached a depth of 15cm at
the northeast corner. The unit was dug only to the bottom of the plow zone. The soil is a
clay loam with Munsell color 10YR4/3. There is no evidence that this is a house mound.
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In summary, 14 units were placed on areas thought to be the house mounds
identified by Marshall. Of those 14 units, eight were proven to be accretional
housemounds, while six are accumulations of artifacts in areas of shallow soil directly
overlaying the chalk bedrock. Further, one of the areas investigated (the area believed to
be what Marshall calls Mound 17) showed no artifacts at all.
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Table 3. Ceramic tabulations of 1x1 meter units
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CHAPTER VIII
CONCLUSIONS

Marshall’s hypothesis of a shift in settlement at Lyon’s Bluff from the eastern
platform mound area during the Mississippian period to the west during the Protohistoric
period is not supported by more thorough research of the western portion of the site. In
actuality, there is no pattern to be seen in the shift in settlement around the western
portion of Lyon’s Bluff as time passes. The chronology of the house mounds at Lyon’s
Bluff seems to indicate that the people who lived there built at random, usually a hundred
meters or more from the nearest existing house. This lack of underlying discernable
structure is similar to findings in the work done by Bierly on the eastern portion of the
site (2008). Of the eleven structures found by Bierly, all contain both shell-tempered and
fossil shell-tempered pottery (Bierly 2008) indicating that they all were occupied during
the Protohistoric period, and possibly the Mississippian period as well. This, in addition
to a series of absolute dates showing continuous use of the area inside the palisade from
the thirteenth through the seventeenth centuries A.D. (Peacock and Hogue 2005), shows
that the eastern portion of the site was not abandoned after the Mississippian period as
proposed by Marshall. Additionally, Marshall’s proposed locations of structures inside
the palisade do not correspond to the actual structures located by Bierly. Finally, Bierly
(2008) was able to ascertain that the mound plaza at Lyon’s Bluff was located on the
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eastern side of the mound, and not the western side as previously supposed. This finding
was verified by work performed by Carlock (under review).
The lack of a centralized plan for the site is also evidenced in the lack of a
discernable cemetery area (Elmore 2008), and when looked at from the scale of
individual house mounds, Lyon’s Bluff – particularly the western portion – may represent
a series of shifting house locations rather than a continuous occupation in any one
specific place. This possibility is further expanded upon in the great date range (some
four hundred years) shown in the burials (Hogue 2007) and other radiocarbon dates
(Peacock and Hogue 2005). Rafferty (2001) suggests that this may be commonly the case
in the sites of the area, suggesting that “larger sites may represent temporally separate
reuses of a particular ridge, rather than dense settlements composed of contemporary
houses” (Rafferty 2001). This is certainly a possibility with Lyon’s Bluff.
A common hypothesis when faced with a site that has contemporary habitation
both inside and outside of a palisade is that the elite of the site live within the palisade,
while the lower status individuals live life outside of the walls. At the moment, we have
no way of telling if this is the case or not. One way we might do so is to attempt to locate
some burials outside of the palisade to compare to those located inside of it. Elmore
indicates that the burials currently known from inside of the palisade at Lyon’s Bluff
show less energy expended in burial practices than those at surrounding local farmsteads
(2008). If this is also the case outside of the palisade walls, it may be significant, and we
may be able to draw further conclusions. Faunal remains outside of the palisade could
also be used in this way. If lower status cuts of meat are used more often outside of the
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palisade, it would be reasonable to assume that those who lived outside of the palisade
were of lower status than those within (Knight 2004; Welch 1991).
Another idea is that those living inside the palisades may be year-round
inhabitants, while those who are housed outside of the palisade are seasonally mobile –
perhaps wintering at Lyon’s Bluff and moving to more far-flung farmsteads during the
summer. This is an idea Blitz proposes for the Lubbub Creek site (Blitz 1993). If this is
the case we may be able to pick up differences through stable carbon isotope studies of
those who are buried outside of the palisade – Hogue indicates that those who live in
contemporary farmsteads consumed less maize than the people of Lyon’s Bluff (2007).
We might also see seasonality of settlement outside of the palisade through botanical and
faunal remains. Presence or absence of expected plant or animal remains outside of the
palisade when compared with the area inside might indicate use at different times. A
more full excavation of one or more of the house mounds at Lyon’s Bluff would tell us
more.
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